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Tuesday,  February  4;  1992 

The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission's  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory 
Board  is  divided  into  two  subcommittees  for  Phase  I  of  the 
waterfront  planning  process.  One  subcommittee  will  focus  on 
Industrial      Water-dependent      uses;  the    other    will  address 

Commercial  and  Recreational  Water-Dependent  uses.  The 
subcommittees  will  hold  back-to-back  meetings  at  the  Port '  s 
office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite  3100),  in  the  Port  Commission 
Room;  the  Industrial  subcommittee  will  meet  from  3:00-5:00  p.m., 
and  the  Commercial/Recreational  subcommittee  will  meet  from 
5:30-7:30  p.m.     The  agendas  for  this  meeting  are  as  follows: 

INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (3:00-5:00  p.m.) 

1 .  Introduction  of  Subcommittee  Co-Chairs  &  Members 

2.  Approval     of    Minutes     froTi    Advisory    Board  Meeting  of 
1/7/92 

3.  Staff  Report        &        Introduction        of  Industry 
Representatives 

4.  Staff      Presentation    of    draft     Profile     of  Container 
Shipping  Operations 

5.  Public  Comment 

COMMERCIAL  &  RECREATIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (5:30-7:30  p.m.) 

1 .  Introduction  of  Subcommittee  Chairs  &  Members 

2.  Approval    of    Minutes    from    Advisory    Board  Meeting  of 
1/7/92 

3.  Staff  Report        &        Introduction        of  Industry 
Representatives 

4.  Staff      Presentation    of    draft     Profile     of  Passenger 
Cruise  Industry 

5.  Public  Comment 


Copies  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board  subcommittees 
minutes  from  the  meeting  of  February  4th  will  be  available  for 
public  review  as  of  February  11,  1992.  A  copy  of  the  minutes 
will  be  mailed  to  you  if  you  telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a 
message  stating  your  name,  mailing  address,  and  the  document  that 
you  are  requesting. 

If  you  have  comments  or  inquiries  regarding  the  above,  or  any 
matter  related  to  the  Port's  waterfront  planning  process,  please 
telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a  message,  and  a  Port  staff  member 
will  contact  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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SCHEDULE  FOR  WATEERFRJNT  PLAN  ADVISORy  BQftRD  SUBOC>MI'i'rKhS 


JANUARY  -  MAY  1992 


[NOTE:  This  schec3ule  may  change,  please  call  274  -  0354  to  confirm,  or 
check  the  Agenda  Notice  mailed  one  week  prior  to  the  meeting  date.] 


The  first  phase  (Hiase  I)  of  work  for  the  Waterfront  Plan  is  scheduled  for 
ocnpletion  during  January  to  May  1992.    During  this  period,  the  Waterfront 
Plan  Advisory  Board  will  divide  into  two  subocmmittees.    Once  the 
subcommittees  have  been  organized,  each  will  evaluate  and  discuss  a  grot?) 
of  shipping  and  water-d^jendent  industries  to  evaluate  their  land  use 
iirplications  for  the  Waterfront  Plan. 

One  subcaiiiiittee  will  focus  on  Industrial  shipping  and  water-dqpendent 
uses;  the  other  will  address  Commercial  and  Recreational  shipping  and 
water-d^jendent  uses.    The  subcommittees  will  hold  back-to-back  meetings 
at  the  Part's  office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite  3100),  in  the  Port  Commission 
Room;  the  Industrial  subcommittee  will  meet  from  3:00  -  5:00  p.m.,  and  the 
Commercial/Recreational  subcommittee  will  meet  from  5:30  -  7:30  p.m.  Each 
subcommittee  meeting  will  focus  attention  on  one  or  a  small  group  of 
shipping  and  water-d^3endent  uses,  as  indicated  below. 


Tue.sday,  February  4:    Suboomnrittee  sessions  begin. 

3:00  -  5:00  p.m.  (Industrial  subcommittee):  Profile  of  Container 
Shipping  Operations 

5:30  -  7:30  p.m.  (Ccmnrercial  &  Recreational  subcommittee): 
Profile  of  Passenger  Cruise  Industry 

Vfednesday,  February  19: 

3:00  -  5:00  p.m.  (Industrial):    Profile  of  Other  Cargo  Handling 
Operations  (e.g.  neo-,  break-,  dry-,  liquid-bulk) 
5:30  -  7:30  p.m.  (Commercial  &  Recreational):    Profile  of 
Passenger  Ferries 

Tue.sday,  March  3: 

3:00  -  5:00  p.m.  (Industrial):  Profile  of  Ship  Repair  and  Vessel 
Maintenance 

5:30  -  7:30  p.m.  (Commercial  &  Recreational):    Profile  of  the 
Passenger  Excursion  Industry 


Wednesday,  March  18: 


3:00  -  5:00  p.m.  (Industrial):    Profile  of  Fishing    and  Fish 
Processing 

5:30  -  7:3-  p.m.  (Commercial  &  Recreaticnal):    Profile  of  Small 
Boat  Marinas  and  Boat  Clubs,  and  Historic  Ships  and  Tenporary  or 
Ceremonial  Berthing  Facilities 

Tuesday,  April  7: 

3:00  -  5:00  p.m.  (Industrial):    Presentation  of  Information  on 

Support  Services  to  Industrial  Maritime  Activities 

5:30  -  7:30  p.m.  (Ccmniercial  &  Industrial):    Presentation  of 

Information  on  Sujpart  Services  to  Commercial  and  Recreational 

Activities 

Tuesday,  Apr-il  21  (NOTE:    This  meeting  date  is  scheduled  in  lieu  of  a 
meeting  on  the  t±iird  Vfednesday  of  the  month): 

3:00  -  5:00  p.m.  (Industrial):    Presentation  on  the  Potential  for 
Attracting  and  Developing  New  Industrial  Activities  at  the  Port 
5:30  -  7:30  p.m.  (Commercial  &  Recreational):    Presentation  on 
the  Potential  for  Attracting  and  Developing  New  Canxnercial  or 
Recreational  Activities  at  the  Port 

Tuesday,  May  5:    Final  Subcommittee  Sessions. 

3:00  -  5:00  p.m. : 

Each  subcommittee  will  review  and 
comment  on  final  drafts  of  land  use 
profiles  prior  to  presentation  to  the 
full  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board. 

5:30  -  7:30  p.m. : 

Wednesday,  May  20:    The  full  Advisory  Board  reconvenes,  after 
ocnpleting  all  subcommittee  sessions.    The  4:30  meeting  time  will  be 
resumed.    The  profiles  produced  by  each  of  the  suboamiittees  will  be 
presented  and  discussed. 
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Atrtendd-ng  Boaoroi  Members:    Co-chair  Eschen,  Co-Chair  Rodriguez,  Flanagan, 
Gallette,  Gee,  Hercera,  Levine,  McWilliams,  Millet,  Mix,  Walker, 
MoCarthy,  Moylan,  Roth,  and  Chair  Tufts. 

Absent  Suboonnittee  Menibers:    Hansen,  Wallace 

Attending  Port  Staff:  Huerta,  Peters,  Lung,  Neudecker,  Florin,  Ambrose, 
Lai 

1.  Administrative  Business 

Co-chair  Eschen  convened  the  meeting  of  the  Industrial  Subcomnittee  at 
3:10  p.m.    The  subocmmittee  members  voted  unanimously  to  adopt  the 
minutes  of  the  January  7,  1992  meeting.    The  subocmmittee  members  then 
introduced  themselves  to  the  dLndustry  r^resentatives.    Michael  Huerta 
announced  that  Larry  Florin  had  recently  joined  the  Port  staff,  and 
introduced  him  to  the  Advisory  Board  members.    Huerta  ejjplained  that 
Larry  Florin  vd-11  be  assuming  the  duties  of  Diane  Oshima  v^le  she  is  on 
maternity  leave,  and  that  Advisory  Board  members  can  contact  him  at 
274-0544  if  they  have  matters  to  discuss  regarding  the  work  of  the 
subcommittees. 

Iftierta  also  announced  that  the  subcaimittee  meetings  would  be  tape 
recorded. 

2.  Container  Shipping  Industry  Profile 

Huerta  began  the  workshop  by  introducing  the  expert  panel  of  industry 
r^xresentatives.    The  panel  included  the  following  individuals: 

Walter  Abemathy,  Port  Consultant,  Former  Director  Port  of  Oakland 

Ray  Holbrook,  Regional  Vice  President,  Stevedore  Services  of  America 
(operator  of  Piers  94-96.) 

William  Jetter,  Owner's  R^nresentative,  Chilean  Line 

Robert  Kleist,  Corporate  Advisor,  Evergreen  Line 

Fergus  Moran,  Vice  President,  Metropolitan  California  Stevedore 
(operator  of  Pier  80. ) 

William  Ralph,  Chief  Econcmic  Analyst,  Journal  of  Commerce 


George  Watson-Jones,  Vice  President,  Columbia  Lines 
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Huerta  briefly  summarized  the  contents  of  the  Ccntainer  Shipping  Industry 
Profile  Report  v^ch  includes  a  discussion  of  growth  forecasts  and 
industry  trends,  regulatory  and  environmental  issues,  financial  and 
economic  issues  and  the  condition  of  existing  facilities,  current 
operations  and  future  development  plans.    Huerta  then  explained  that  the 
format  of  the  wor}<shop  was  to  pose  questions  about  the  future  of  container 
shipping,  both  generally  and  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  to  facilitate  a 
roundtable  discussion  among  the  industry  r^aresentatives  and  the 
subcommittee  members. 

In  posing  the  first  question,  Huerta  noted  that  growth  forecasts  for  the 
Bay  Area  projected  a  fourfold  increase  in  container  cargo  volumes,  and 
asked  the  panel  v^iether  there  was  any  reason  to  reevaluate  that  forecast. 

In  response,  the  consensus  was  that  there  was  tremendous  growth  potential 
for  container  cargo  volumes  on  the  West  Coast  because  of  anticipated 
increases  in  trans-pacific  trade,  with  the  Vfest  Coast  as  the  intermodal 
gateway  to  the  rest  of  the  country.    Althoug^i  the  recession  had  slowed 
growth  recently,  container  trade  was  expected  to  rebound  with 
significantly  higher  growth  in  the  near  future.    Bay  Area  ports  are  well 
positioned  to  share  in  this  growth  because  of  the  gateway  potential,  and 
because  of  the  strong  local  market.    One  panel  member  stated  that  more 
than  a  four  fold  increase  in  trade  was  ej^jected  in  container  trade  growth 
from  the  South  American  trading  partners,  and  that  this  trade  was 
principally  local  growth,  not  intermodal.    It  was  also  noted  that  the  list 
of  carriers  calling  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  included  several  ranked 
in  the  top  five  for  the  region  that  they  were  serving,  and  so  the  Port  was 
in  a  good  position  to  benefit  from  the  continued  success  of  its  customers. 
Several  panel  members  warned,  however,  that  regulatory  and  financial 
issues  associated  with  developing  additional  container  terminal  capacity 
would  have  to  be  addressed  if  the  growth  forecasts  were  to  be  realized  in 
San  Francisco. 

Focusing  more  specifically  on  San  Francisco,  Huerta  asked  vAiether,  in 
light  of  the  hic^  growth  forecasts  for  intermodal  cargo,  the  Port  should 
inplement  a  planned  project  to  increase  rail  tunnel  clearances  to  allow 
for  rail  transport  of  double  stacked  9  foot  6  inch  hi^  containers. 

The  consensus  response  was  that  good  rail  access  was  critical  if  the  Port 
is  to  cspture  future  growth.    One  ea^jert  advised  that  the  cost  of  the 
project  and  related  intermodal  facilities  had  to  be  considered.    The  Port 
had  to  be  able  to  remain  cost  coqpetitive,  particularly  with  Oakland, 
otherwise  it  would  be  a  waste  of  money.    Another  ejqjert  ocramented  that 
viiile  irrproving  rail  access  alone  would  not  guarantee  the  Port  a  share  of 
the  intermodal  cargo,  if  the  Port  did  not  do  the  rail  project  it  would 
definitely  not  be  able  to  attract  any  intennodal  cargo. 

Advisory  Board  member  Flanagan  asked  th(B  panel  v*iether  there  was  a  way  to 
more  efficiently  use  the  container  terminal  space,  and  to  reduce  costs  for 
both  the  Port  and  the  shippir^  lines. 

In  response,  one  of  the  stevedoring  r^xresentatives  explained  that  if  the 
containers  could  be  stacked  higher,  then  the  througtput  capacity  of  the 
terminal  would  increase,  althougfi  the  same  amount  of  space  would  be  used. 
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It  was  ackncwlec3ged  that  the  although  the  Port's  cxDntainer  terminals  were 
state  of  the  art  vdien  built,  there  is  a  oontinuing  need  to  upgrade  the 
facilities.    For  exanple,  gate  inprovements  were  recently  cnrpleted.  The 
cxanes  are  very  old  at  Pier  94-96,  and  there  are  land  subsidence  problems 
that  would  prevent  use  of  equipnent  necessary  to  handle  hi^ier  volumes. 
It  was  ackncwledged  that  the  Port  will  have  to  invest  a  lot  of  money  to 
modernize  the  facility,  and  it  is  not  clear  vdiere  the  money  will  ccme  from 
for  that  investment.    With  respect  to  the  concern  about  current 
operations,  a  n^resentative  frcm  the  shipping  lines  noted  that  the 
operation  at  San  Francisco  is  actually  very  efficient,  and  nothing  to  be 
ashamed  of  conpared  to  other  West  Coast  ports. 

Huerta  noted  that  althou^  the  Port  is  a  landlord  port,  the  Port  is  a  lot 
closer  to  an  operating  port  than  many  others  because  it  has  individual 
arrangements  with  the  terminal  c^jerators  and  steamship  lines.    The  Port 
historically  has  undertaken  all  of  the  investment  in  all  of  its 
facilities,  and  therefore  bears  the  risk.    Huerta  noted  that  a  number  of 
the  steamship  lines  have  directly  invested  in  facilities  at  the  other 
ports.    He  asked  v^t  would  San  Francisco  have  to  do  to  attract  similar 
direct  investments  over  the  long  term? 

One  response  was  that  the  only  way  for  San  Francisco  to  attract  direct 
investment  would  be  to  offer  steamship  lines  their  own  independent 
facility.    In  Long  Beach  and  L.A.  seme  steamship  carriers  have  made 
substantial  investment  in  their  own  terminals,  but  those  ports  can  offer 
100  acre  private  terminals.    It  was  later  dbserved  that  Oakland  was  able 
to  attract  direct  investment  in  35  -  50  acre  private  terminals.    It  was 
noted  that  San  Francisco  has  about  100  acres  of  vacant  land  reserved  for 
terminal  developnent. 

Co-chair  Rodriguez  asked  vtether  the  shipping  lines  that  have  invested 
directly  in  other  ports  assumed  an  active  role  in  the  regulatory  process 
with  respect  to  ttiat  facility,  or  siitply  invested  capital  and  left  the 
regulatory  process  to  the  ports? 

The  response  was  that  they  left  that  to  the  ports.    Addressing  the 
regulatory  question,  one  panel  menber  noted  that  there  have  not  been  any 
new  container  facilities  in  the  Bay  Area  in  ten  years.    In  the  same 
period,  L.A./  Long  Beach  added  terminal  acreage  as  large  as  the  entire 
Port  of  Oakland,  and  Pacific  Northwest  ports  added  an  additional  300 
acres.    Since  it  takes  frcm  7  to  10  years  to  get  afproval  for  and 
construct  a  new  terminal,  the  panel  member  advised  that  the  Port  would 
have  to  take  the  lead  because  it  was  not  reasonable  to  expect  the  carriers 
to  take  such  a  long  view  of  investment  opportunities. 

Huerta  asked  the  panel  vihat  they  believed  were  the  most  pressing  container 
terminal  inprovements  required  at  the  Port? 

The  terminal  operators  stated  that  yard  improvements  are  necessary  to 
allow  hig^her  stacking  of  containers.    It  was  agreed  that  the  Part's 
currently  funded  leveling  program  would  address  that  problem  at  Pier  80. 

Aooording  to  the  operator,  the  most  pressing  requirements  at  Pier  96  are 
yard  inprovements  and  new  cranes.    Both  terminal  operators  believed  that 
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those  inprovements  txxjk  priority  over  the  tunnel  project.    The  oonoem  was 
e^qxressed  that  the  Port  should  not  invest  in  the  rail  tunnel  clearance 
project  unless  there  were  specific  customers  oanmitted  to  using  the 
facility,  and  that  the  en^iiasis  should  be  cn  meeting  the  needs  of  existing 
customers. 

Huerta  noted  that  all  had  agreed  that  the  greatest  growth  is  in  the 
intermodal  market,  that  the  Port  must  attract  tiiis  new  business  to  get 
generate  revenue,  but  that  the  Port's  ability  to  capture  this  growth 
depends  on  the  tunnel  project.    At  the  same  time,  vAiile  everyone  agrees 
that  the  Port  has  to  protect  the  base  that  it  has  by  making  substantial 
inprovements  to  existing  facilities,  there  is  no  new  revenue  base  to 
support  the  investment.    There  are  only  three  potential  souroes  of 
revenue:  (1)  new  business,  (2)  existing  users  agreeing  to  pay  a  higher 
cost  for  ttie  terminals,  or  (3)  new  money  from  City,  State  or  Federal 
government. 

One  person  suggested  that  if  it  was  better  understood  that  the  container 
shipping  industry  was  a  major  contributor  to  the  regional  eoonony,  then 
government  financing  would  be  forthcoming.    Another  expert  responded  by 
saying  that  there  should  be  some  way  to  get  the  people        benefit  from 
intermodal  facilities  to  contribute  a  fair  share  -  for  exanple,  the  people 
in  Chicago,  or  the  railroad  conpanies.    The  alternative  is  to  raise  rates, 
but  then  that  affects  the  Port's  (and  its  carriers)  ocnpetitiveness. 

Advisory  Board  member  Moylan  asked  v^iether  the  demand  would  outstrip  the 
land  that  was  designated  for  container  terminal  development. 

The  response  was  that  the  land  is  sufficient  for  vdiat  the  Port  is  using  it 
far  new,  but  the  only  way  to  increase  revenues  is  to  attract  another  large 
carrier.    For  that,  more  land  than  is  available  at  the  current  terminals 
would  be  required.    Moreover,  if  the  tunnel  project  is  conpleted  then  more 
cargo  will  be  attracted.    The  Port  cannot,  however,  wait  until  new  cargo 
is  generate  before  beginning  work  on  new  facilities.    The  conclusion  was 
that  ports  have  to  speculate  on  new  capital  investnients  because  of  long 
lead  time,    tfrifortunately,  one  expert  asserted  that  it  is  not  possible  to 
know  if  you  have  enough  land  until  you  are  able  to  examine  specific 
tonnage,  growth  scenarios,  and  carrier  needs. 

Huerta  identified  the  Part's  current  container  terminal  facilities  and 
described  planned  inprovement  projects.    He  also  e3q)lained  the  land  use 
planning  process  to  the  industry  representatives.    He  noted  that  based  on 
the  earlier  discussion  the  key  issue  for  the  container  shipping  industry 
was  the  scarcity  of  investment  capital,  and  not  a  lack  of  land  for 
ejqxansion.    This  pncnpted  the  Advisory  Board  to  ask  questions  leading  to 
the  following  clarifications; 

1.  The  closing  of  1-280  has  adversely  affected  the  trucking  industry, 
v*iich  due  to  higgler  costs  affects  the  dbnpetitiveness  of  the  Port. 

2.  Corpleting  the  tunnel  project  would  put  the  Port  on  par  with  Oakland 
by  giving  it  the  ability  to  carry  one  9 '6"  container  stacked  on  an  8 '6" 
container,  but  it  would  not  permit  stackir^  of  two  9 '  6 ' '  containers 
because  of  limitations  in  the  Sierra  snow  sheds.    However,  ated  that  as  a 
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oonditicn  of  the  Port  funding  the  tunnel  project.  Southern  Pacific  must 
assure  the  ability  to  carry  two  double  stacked  9 '6"  containers  to  give  the 
Port  the  same  access  that  Southern  California  and  the  Pacific  Northwest 
have  new. 

3.    No  one  expects  that  containers  vd.ll  increase  beyond  the  9 '6"  si2e 
because  of  highway  limitations  on  size,  height  and  weight. 

Huerta  raised  one  final  question  regarding  disposal  of  dredged  material, 
citing  limits  on  the  quantity  of  material  that  can  be  disposed  of  at 
Alcatraz,  the  increased  costs  associated  with  alternative  disposal  sites, 
and  the  lengthy  process  associated  with  approval  of  new  sites. 

The  consensus  response  was  that  the  inplications  for  the  Bay  Area  are  very 
negative.    L. A. /Long  Beach  already  has  deep  water  without  irequiring  any 
regular  maintenance  dredging.    Althou^  the  cost  of  terminal  development 
may  be  a  little  higgler  there,  it  is  probably  not  enou^  to  offset  the 
hi^Ter  operating  costs  due  to  dredging  cost  increases  here.    One  ejqDert 
noted  that  the  bigger  problem  is  that  shipping  customers  have  a  perc^tion 
that  the  Bay  Area  is  not  going  to  solve  the  regulatory  issues  at  a 
reasonable  cost,  and  thus  the  industry  is  reluctant  to  make  any 
commitments  to  the  Bay  Area. 

Co-chair  Rodriguez  posed  the  question  as  to  vdiether  the  Port  can  develop  a 
niche  in  serving  customers  vAto  are  not  big  enough  to  operate  out  of 
Oakland? 

One  expert  responded  that  perhaps  the  best  thing  for  San  Francisco  is  for 
Oakland  to  sucoeed  because  the  excess  demand  would  overflow  to  San 
Francisco. 

Advisory  Board  member  Roth  asked  vAiat  the  possibilities  are  for  regional 
goverrment  to  solve  some  of  these  problems. 

One  expert  responded  by  stating  that  better  regional  cooperation  between 
the  Bay  Area  ports  would  result  in  more  tonnage  for  all  Bay  Area  ports. 
However,  it  was  not  clear  that  an  additional  form  of  government  was 
required. 

Huerta,  in  summarizing  the  discussion,  noted  that  there  does  not  appear  to 
be  a  major  land  shortage  in  San  Francisco  at  this  time.    The  bigger  issue 
is  v*iere  will  the  Port  find  the  resources  necessary  to  invest  in 
facilities  required  to  serve  its  existing  customer  base  and  attract  new 
business.    Huerta  noted  that  this  is  only  the  beginning  of  the  process. 
The  three  phase  planning  effort  will  attenpt  to  reconcile  both  cortpeting 
demands  for  land  and  financial  resources  with  the  goal  of  arriving  at  an 
inplementable  plan  for  Port  properties. 

The  Advisory  Board  members  thanked  the  industry  representatives  for  their 
advice  and  insig^its.    The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  approximately  5:15  pm. 
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Wednesday,  February  19,   1992  ^'^^^ 

The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission's  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory 
Board  is  divided  into  two  subcommittees  for  Phase  I  of  the 
waterfront  planning  process.  One  subcommittee  will  focus  on 
Industrial       Water-dependent      uses;  the    other    will  address 

Commercial  and  Recreational  Water-Dependent  uses.  The 
subcommittees  will  hold  back-to-back  meetings  at  the  Port's 
office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite  3100),  in  the  Port  Commission 
Room;  the  Industrial  subcommittee  will  meet  from  3:00-5:00  p.m., 
and  the  Commercial/Recreational  subcommittee  will  meet  from 
5:30-7:30  p.m.     The  agendas  for  this  meeting  are  as  follows: 


INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (3:00-5:00  P.M.) 


1.  Approval      of    Minutes     from    Subcommittee    Meeting  of 
2/4/92 

2.  Staff  Report        &         Introduction        of  Industry 
Representatives 

3.  Staff     Presentation  of  "Profile  of  Other  Cargo  Handling 
Operations  (Neo-,   Break-,   Dry-,  Liquid-Bulk)" 

4.  Discussion  with  Industry  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public      Comment       (Note:       Public      comments    will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period  at  the  end  of  the  meeting) 


COMMERCIAL  AND  RECREATIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEE   (5:30-7:30  P.M.) 


1.  Approval      of    Minutes     from    Subcommittee    Meeting  of 
2/4/92 

2.  Staff  Report        &        Introduction        of  Industry 
Representatives 

3.  Staff    Presentation    of     "Profile  of  Commuter  Passenger 
Ferries" 

4.  Discussion  with  Industry  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public      Comment       (Note:       Public      comments    will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period) 


If  you  have  comments  or  inquiries  regarding  the  Port's  waterfront 
planning  process  please  telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a  message, 
and  a  Port  staff  member  will  contact  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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'  -  MENUTES 
■^INDUSTRIAL  SUBCCM^TTEE 
Meetir^  of  February  19,  1992 


Attending  Board  Manbers:  Co-chair  Eschen,  Co-Chair  Rodriguez,  Flanagan, 
Gallette,  Hansen,  HerrBra,  Levins,  Millet,  Mix,  Walker,  Wallace,  Moylan, 
Roth, 

Absent  Subccnmittee  Members:    Gee,  McWilliams,  Mix. 

Atterxling  Port  Staff:    Huerta,  Peters,  Neudecker,  Florin,  Ambrose,  Lai 

1.    AdminisLxative  Business 

The  Advisory  Board  members  aEproved  the  minutes  fron  the  meeting  of 
February  4,  1992. 

Co-chair  Rodriguez  announced  a  pncposed  change  in  the  schec3ule,  with 
a  bus  tour  of  Port  prc^jerty  scheduled  for  March  3,  1992  at  3:30  to  6:00 
P.M.    The  tour  is  open  to  the  public  and  can  be  boarded  at  the  Ferry 
Buildirg  at  3:15  P.M.,  and  also  at  5:00  P.M.  for  the  northern  waterfront 
portion  of  the  tour.    Members  of  the  public  vAio  are  interested  in 
attending  should  call  the  Port's  voice  mail  number  at  274-0354  and  leave  a 
message  so  that  the  Port  can  assure  that  an  adequate  number  of  seats  will 
be  available.    The  subccnmittee  approved  of  the  schedule  change  which  also 
involved  rescheduling  the  sessions  on  Ship  R^jair,  Excursion  Boats  and 
Ferries,  and  Small  Boat  Marinas,  Boat  Clubs,  Historic  Ships,  and  Tenporary 
or  Ceremonial  Berthing  Facilities.    A  copy  of  the  revised  schedule  is 
attached  to  the  minutes. 

Michael  Huerta  announced  that  the  Friends  of  the  Port  is  sponsoring  a 
fund  raising  dinner  on  March  5,  1992  at  Delanoey  Street.    Ihe  dinner 
speakers  will  be  Mayor  Jordan  and  Chief  Administrative  Officer  Rudy 
Nothenberg. 

Co-Chair  Rodriguez  inquired  as  to  whether  the  members  wanted  to 
address  any  issues  remaining  from  the  last  meeting  about  the  container^ 
shipping  industry.    The  Advisory  Board  members  generally  discussed  the 
format  of  the  meetings,  expressing  concern  about  leaving  more  time  for  the 
Advisory  board  menbers  to  ask  questions.    Levine  stated  that  there  were  a 
nuTiber  of  questions  identified  in  the  profiles  that  were  not  asked,  and 
suggested  that  staff  follow  up  with  telephone  interviews  to  get  the 
industry  irput  on  the  issues  not  addressed. 


(NOTE  TO  READERS:    The  Profile  Bepcarts  are  only  preliminary  assessments 
of  a  given  shipping  and  water  related  industry.    The  work  shops  are 
intended  to  veriify  and  supplement  the  information  provided  in  the 
profile.    The  Advisory  Board  will  not  draw  oonclusion  about  the  needs  of 
each  industry  until  all  profile  r^xarts  and  workshops  are  oonpleted  (by 
the  end  of  May. )  Itjerefore,  any  comments,  oonrections  or  suggestions 
regardir^  the  r^xsrts  or  workshops  are  timely  and  welcome. ) 

2.    Break-Bulk  and  Bulk  Cargo  Shipping  and  Handling  Profile  Rqport 

The  session  began  with  tlie  Subcommittee  members  introducing  thGmselves  to 
t±ie  panel  of  industry  n^xresentatives.    John  Neudecker,  the  Port's  Manager 
of  Trade  Development  then  introduced  the  industry  r^xcesentatives: 

Werner  Lewald  -    Past  President  of  Transpacific  Transportation  Coqpany 

Susanne  Cauthen  -  West  Coast  Editor  of  Worldwide  Shipping  Magazine 

Fergus  Moran  -  Metropolitan  California  Stevedoring  Conpany 

Fred  Noonan  -  Omer  of  Fred  F.  Noonan  &  Co.,  most  recently  operator  of  the 
AutomdDile  Terminal  at  Pier  70. 

Doug  Tilden  -  Operator  of  the  Newsprint  Terminal  at  Pier  27-29. 

Michael  Huerta  then  briefly  reviewed  the  contents  of  the  r^xDrt  as 
containing  (1)  General  market  trends  for  bulk  and  break-bulk  cargo 
shipping  and  handling,  (2)  regulatory  issues  and  envirormental 
iirplications  associated  with  future  bulk  and  break-bulk  shipping,  such  as 
regulaticn  of  dredging  and  environmental  issues,  (3)  financial  and 
eocnomic  issues,  and  (4)  descripticn  of  existing  bulk  and  break-bulk 
facilities  and  an  assessment  of  the  adequacy  of  those  facilities. 

[NOTE:    These  minutes  present  the  comments  and  discussion  concerning 
various  aspects  of  bulk  and  break-bulk  shipping  according  to  the  category 
of  cargo,  as  opposed  to  reporting  the  comments  in  the  order  that  they  were 
stated.] 

General  Break-Bulk  Cargo 

There  was  agreeient  among  the  panel  members  that  general  break-bulk  cargo 
had  shifted  to  containers  to  the  extent  feasible,  and  that  there  were  no 
new  trends  that  would  cause  one  to  question  the  BCDC  Seaport  Plan  forecast 
of  relatively  slew  growth  in  general  break-bulk  cargo  trade. 

There  was  seme  discussion  of  potential  demand  for  break-bulk  facilities 
for  coffee  now  that  San  Francisco  has  been  designated  as  one  of  three 
ports  of  entry  and  distribution  for  coffee  futures.    It  was  agreed  that  no 
one  could  know  the  full  possibilities  until  after  the  designation  became 
effective  in  July,  1992.  Port  staff  stated  that  most  coffee  moved  in 
containers,  however,  there  is  a  significant  break-bulk  coffee  operation  in 
New  York  vrfrLch  also  is  a  designated  coffee  futures  port.    One  panel  member 
said  that  Coffee  in  San  Francisco  comes  from  Latin  America  and  therefore 
is  transportation  primarily  in  containers.    One  panel  member  disagreed 
with  a  statement  in  the  profile  to  the  effect  that  coffee  could  be  stored 
up  to  one  year  at  a  coffee  warehouse,  and  further  questioned  vrfiether  the 
futures  market  would  really  take  off  in  San  Frarxiiisco,  leading  to 
increased  demand  for  coffee  storage  facilities. 

Others  ej^ressed  a  wait  and  see  attitude. 


Neo-Bulk  Cargo    (Autcmobiles,  NevTsprint,  Steel,  Iron  scxap) 


Much  of  the  discussion  at  tlie  session  focused  on  neo-bulk  cargo  and 
the  possibilities  for  expanding  trade  in  those  canmodities.    Itie  key 
points  made  are  as  follows: 


Autanobiles: 

Panel  meniber  idaitified  a  number  of  pluses  and  minuses  for  the  Port  witli 
respect  to  potential  future  es^jansion  of  automobile  terminal  operations. 
Panel  members  stated  that  space  was  an  issue.    The  Port  once  had  thirty 
acres  of  land  devoted  to  automobiles,  but  that  area  was  reduced  to  12 
acres  vitien  it  was  determined  that  the  operator  did  not  recjuire  all  of  the 
area.    Benicia  and  Richmond  operate  facilities  that  exceed  100  acres  in 
area. 

With  respect  to  the  Port's  competitive  position,  one  panel  member  stated 
that  if  the  Port  ocnpleted  the  tunnel  project  so  that  triple  car  carriers 
could  leave  the  Port  by  rail,  then  San  Francisco  could  conpete  with 
Richmond  and  Benicia.    However,  another  panel  member  noted  that  the  Port 
of  Benicia  not  only  had  an  advantage  in  size,  but  al  so  had  long  term 
leases  with  the  5  or  6  major  automobile  carriers.    Another  panel  member 
added  that  there  were  people  pursuing  large  scale  auto  terminal  qperations 
along  the  Sacramento  River  area  were  land  was  much  cheaper  than  in  San 
Francisco. 

One  Subcommittee  member  asked  vAiy  the  Port  did  not  use  its  container 
terminals  for  automobiles,  given  that  auto  terminals  do  not  have  to  be 
perfectly  level  and  do  not  require  the  same  capital  investment.    One  panel 
manber  explained  that  the  eooncmics  do  not  favor  ocnverting  container 
terminals  to  auto  terminals.    The  pattern  in  Los  Angeles  was  to  convert 
auto  terminals  to  container  terminals.    Another  Subcommittee  member  noted, 
however,  that  Los  Angeles  also  converted  shipyards  to  automobile 
terminals. 

Notwithstanding  the  possible  inpediments,  it  was  noted  that  there  were  a 
lot  of  ancillary  jc±)S  associated  with  automobile  terminals,  for  exanple 
installing  radios,  alarms,  etc.  and  that  job  creation  should  be  considered 
vhen  deciding  how  to  allocate  land.    The  suggestion  was  made  that  Hunters 
Point  should  be  considered  for  auto  terminal  e^qjansion.    One  panel  member 
doubted  that  the  auto  carriers  would  add  San  Francisco  as  a  Port  of  Call 
and  abandon  Benicia  and  Richmond,  and  that  two  ship  calls  within  the  Bay 
was  even  more  unlikely. 


Newsprint: 

The  consensus  was  that  newsprint  was  not  a  high  growth  comntcdity,  although 
the  Port  could  always  remain  a  significant  location  for  that  trade  because 
of  the  population  base,  as  long  as  there  were  still  suppliers  that 
preferred  water  transport  to  rail  transport  as  was  now  the  case.    It  was 
noted  that  newsprint  c^jerations  v^ch  now  occurred  at  both  Piers  27-29, 
and  Pier  48  would  be  consolidated  at  Piers  27-29,  because  Pier  48  was 
closed  due  to  an  inability  to  dredge  the  berth. 


Advisory  Board  and  panel  members  explored  the  possibility  of  providing  a 
designated  terminal  for  iron  and  steel.    Several  facilities  were 
identified  that  provide  the  required  inside  and  outside  storage  space. 
However,  one  panel  member  noted  that  all  of  the  steel  finishing  factories 
are  in  the  East  Bay  and  that  trucking  large  pieces  of  raw  steel  to  Htg 
Fast  Bay  would  not  be  economical. 


Dry-Bulk  (Grain,  Fishneal) 

Discussion  of  dry  bulk  at  1±ie  Port  of  San  Francisco  focused  on  the 
possible  uses  for  the  existing  grain  elevator  at  Pier  90,  and  the  future 
prospects  for  dry  bulk  trade  throu^  the  Port.    It  was  noted  that 
Continental  Grain  has  an  existing  long  term  lease  which  pays  the  Port 
$289,000  per  year.    One  panel  member  suggested  that  the  Port  could  do 
better  than  that  by  finding  an  active  user  for  the  facility.  Another 
panel  member  noted  that  the  facility  was  the  subject  of  deferred 
maintenance,  and  may  be  quite  costly  to  bring  it  up  to  operating 
condition.    Fort  staff  noted  that  the  lessee  is  in  the  grain  business  and 
would  likely  use  the  facility  if  it  was  econcmical  to  do  so.    It  was 
suggested  in  the  profile  report  that  San  Francisco  was  at  a  locational 
disadvantage  to  Stockton  and  Sacramento  which  are  much  closer  to  the 
product.    One  panel  manber  stated  that  Vancouver  was  making  a  $150  million 
investment  in  a  n^&^7  dry  bulk  facility  notwithstanding  the  distance  of  that 
port  from  dry  bulk  producing  regions,  and  that  the  Port  could  also 
potentially  attract  that  type  of  cargo  if  it  made  a  financial  commitment. 
The  panel  member  concluded  that  it  was  a  question  of  economic  feasibility. 


Possible  New  Uses: 

There  will  be  a  Subocmmittee  session  that  will  focus  on  potential  new 
industries  and  operations  at  the  Port  scheduled  for  May  5,1992.  During 
the  course  of  the  meeting  several  comments  were  made  about  new  facilities 
that  other  Ports  were  developing.    Those  ideas,  including  dual  use 
facilities  for  refrigerated  products,  and  iron  and  steel  scrap,  will  be 
explored  further  at  the  May  5th  session. 


Public  Comment:  , 

One  member  of  the  public  camented  that  the  18  acres  of  land  formerly  used 
for  the  automobile  terminal  is  new  used  as  a  tow  car  lot.    That  land  use 
was  necessary  to  rid  the  City  of  junked  cars,  he  explained.    He  also 
stated  that  H  &  H  Ship  Service  deals  in  liquid  bulk,  accepting  ship  bilge 
and  waste  oil  for  recycling  and  disposal.    Michael  Huerta  explained  that 
H  &  H  was  considered  a  support  service,  and  would  be  discussed  at  that 
session.    Veronica  Sanchez  of  the  Port  Staff  posed  the  question  to  the 
panel  as  to  v^t  types  of  cargo  could  be  handled  at  Pier  48  that  could 
bear  the  $225,000  to  $1  Million  necessary  to  dredge  the  facility  berth. 
One  panel  member  responded  that  Pier  48  is  a  good  facility,  and  that  it 
could  be  used  for  projects,  coffee,  or  steel.    However  it  was  not  clear 
that  these  uses  could  pay  the  full  cost  of  dredging  the  facility. 
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Wednesday,  Mg^  >8,   1992  ^.^-^'^ 


The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission's  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory 
Board  is  divided  into  two  subcommittees  for  Phase  I  of  the 
waterfront  planning  process.  One  subcommittee  will  focus  on 
Industrial      Water-dependent      uses;  the    other    will  address 

Commercial  and  Recreational  Water-Dependent  uses.  The 
subcommittees  will  hold  back-to-back  meetings  at  the  Port ' s 
office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite  3100),  in  the  Port  Commission 
Room;  the  Industrial  subcommittee  will  meet  from  3:00-5:00  p.m., 
and  the  Commercial/Recreational  subcommittee  will  meet  from 
5:30-7:30  p.m.     The  agendas  for  this  meeting  are  as  follows: 

INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE   (3:00-5:00  P.M.) 

1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  3/3/92 

2.  Staff  Report        &        Introduction        of  Industry 
Representatives 

3.  Staff  Presentation  of  "Profile  of  Fishing  Industry" 

4.  Discussion  with  Industry  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public      Comment       (Note:       Public      comments    will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period  at  the  end  of  the  meeting ) 

COMMERCIAL  AND  RECREATIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (5:30-7:30  P.M.) 

1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  3/3/92 

2.  Staff  Report        &        Introduction        of  Industry 
Representatives 

3.  Staff      Presentation      of       "Excursion      Boat  Industry 
Profile" 

4.  Discussion  with  Industry  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public      Comment       (Note:       Public      comments    will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period) 

If  you  have  comments  or  inquiries  regarding  the  Port's  waterfront 
planning  process  please  telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a  message, 
and  a  Port  staff  member  will  contact  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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AGENDAS 
Tuesday/^ April  7,  1992 


The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission's  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory 
Board  is  divided  into  two  subcommittees  for  Phase  I  of  the 
waterfront  planning  process.  One  subcommittee  will  focus  on 
Industrial      Water-dependent      uses;  the    other    will  address 

Commercial  and  Recreational  Water-Dependent  uses.  The 
subcommittees  will  hold  back-to-back  meetings  at  the  Port's 
office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite  3100),  in  the  Port  Commission 
Room;  the  Industrial  subcommittee  will  meet  from  3:00-5:00  p.m., 
and  the  Commercial /Recreational  subcommittee  will  meet  from 
5:30-7:30  p.m.     The  agendas  for  this  meeting  are  as  follows: 


INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (3:00-5:00  P.M.) 


1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  3/18/92 

2.  Staff  Report  &  Introduction  of  Industry 
Representatives 

3.  Staff  Presentation  of  "Profile  of  Ship  Repair 
Industry" 

4.  Discussion  with  Industry  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public      Comment       (Note:       Public      comments     will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period  at  the  end  of  the  meeting) 

COMMERCIAL  AND  RECREATIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (5:30-7:30  P.M.) 

1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  3/18/92 

2.  Staff  Report  &  Introduction  of  Industry 
Representatives 

3.  Staff  Presentation  of  "Small  Boat  Marinas,  Boat  Clubs, 
Historic  Ship  and  Temporary  or  Ceremonial  Berthing 
Facilities  Profile" 

4.  Discussion  with  Industry  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public      Comment      (Note:       Public      comments    will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period) 


If  you  have  comments  or  inquiries  regarding  the  Port's  waterfront 
planning  process  please  telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a  message, 
and  a  Port  staff  member  will  contact  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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MINUTES 
INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE 
Meeting  of  April  7,  1992 


Attending  Board  Members:  Co-chair  Eschen,  Gee,  Walker,  Gallette, 
Levine,  Millet,  Flanagan,  Herrera,  Hanson 

Absent  Subcommittee  Members:     McCarthy,  McWilliams,  Rodriguez, 
Wallace 

Attending  Port  Staff:     Lung,  Florin,  Ambrose,  Janis 
1 .     Administrative  Business; 

Co-Chair  Eschen  opened  the  meeting  at  3:15  p.m.     The  subcommittee 
approved  the  minutes  from  the  prior  meeting.     The  Advisory  Board 
members  and  the  panel  of  experts  introduced  themselves.  The 
industry  representatives  included  the  following  individuals: 

Ed  Conne,  Vice  President  of  Engineering,  Service  Engineering 
Company  (SECO) 

Peter  Blake,  President  General  Engineering  Company 

John  Stoker,  President  Ship  Builders  Council  of  America 

Carl  Hanson,  Vice  President,  General  Manager,  Southwest  Marine 

Dick  Harden,  Executive  Secretary  Treasurer,  Metal  Trades  Council 


2.     Profile  of  the  Ship  Repair  Industry 

Larry  Florin  began  the  workshop  by  providing  an  overview  of  the 
Profile  of  the  Ship  Repair  Industry  report.     Their  are  4  types  of 
ship  repair  operations,   full  service  repair,   facilities,  topside 
only,  bicycle  shops  and  support  services.     The  industry  has  seen  a 
dramatic  decline  from  the  1960's  with  employment  down  from  a  high 
of  20,000  in  the  Bay  Area,  to  around  450  currently.     This  has 
resulted  largely  from  foreign  competition  and  foreign  subsidies,  as 
well  as  a  downturn  in  military  spending. 

In  response  to  this  downturn  and  to  help  try  to  get  the  industry 
back  on  its  feet  the  Board  of  Supervisors  recently  passed  a  seven 
point  Ship  Repair  Survival  Program,  designed  to  help  make  ship 
repair  companies  more  competitive.     Finally  Florin  discussed  the 
regulatory  environment.     The  major  regulatory  issue  currently 
facing  the  ship  repair  industry  is  the  issue  of  dredging.  Without 
a  dredging  permit  the  ship  repair  industry,   like  other  industrial 
uses,  will  be  forced  to  compete  with  each  other. 
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3.  Report  by  John  Stoker 

John  Stoker,  of  the  Ship  Builders  Council  gave  a  report  on  the 
current  status  of  the  industry.     The  Ship  Builders  Council  is  a 
national  trade  association  that  represents  ship  builders  and  ship 
repair  companies. 

Military  spending  for  ship  repair  is  on  the  decline.     It  is 
anticipated  that  this  decline  will  accelerate  in  the  coming  years. 
Commercial  ship  repair  demand  is  accelerating,  ships  are  being 
operated  for  a  longer  lifetime  because  of  the  high  cost  of 
constructing  new  ships.     The  navy  likes  to  repair  ships  where  they 
are  homeported.     As  long  as  Alameda  base  is  open,  there  will  be  San 
Francisco  work.     By  the  year  2000  this  work  will  probably 
evaporate . 

In  1982,  nationally,   112,000  people  were  employed  in  the  ship 
repair  industry,   in  1992  this  number  had  shrunk  to  28,000.  The 
downturn  in  ship  repair  employment  began  in  1981  in  response  to  the 
federal  government  cancellation  of  U.S.  subsidies  programs,  without 
the  demand  that  such  subsidies  be  eliminated  by  foreign  countries. 

Worldwide  due  largely  to  the  increase  in  commercial  work,  business 
will  grow  about  15%    U.S.  has  benefitted  from  increased  commercial 
work  but  not  enough  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  Navy  work.  U.S. 
labor  rates  are  now  very  competitive  with  Europe  and  Japan,  even 
Korea  is  getting  close  to  U.S.  labor  costs.     This  is  important 
because  labor  accounts  for  around  80%  of  total  cost  of  ship 
repair.     However,  we  are  not  competitive  because  foreign 
governments  offer  subsidies,  cheap  financing,  public  ownership, 
etc.  worth  up  to  35%  of  the  cost  of  the  work. 

U.S.  Ports  have  not  in  the  past  marketed  their  ship  repair  services 
along  with  terminal  services.     Portland  is  a  good  example  of  how  to 
market.     San  Francisco  is  headed  in  the  right  direction  with  this 
new  program.     Portland  owns  the  docks,  assists  operators  in 
marketing  and  has  been  tremendously  successful.     San  Francisco,  in 
addition  to  the  7  point  plan  should  look  at  also  providing 
financing  assistance. 

4.  Discussion 

Flanagan  asked  why  aren't  we  addressing  the  issue  of  repairing 
smaller  boats?    Hanson  replied  that  they  handled  large  ocean  going 
ships,  boats  normally  hauled  out  on  marine  railways. (it  is  not 
economical  for  the  ship  repair  firms  to  repair  small  boats,  it 
costs  $5,000  in  electricity  along  to  pump  up  the  drydock ) 

Herrera  asked  to  what  extent  is  federal  legislation  the  answer  vs. 
local  action  and  enforcement  of  existing  regulations.     All  the 
panelists  agreed  that  existing  regulations  need  to  be  better 
enforced. 
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Question  was  asked  of  panelists  how  San  Francisco  operations 
compare  with  other  operations  In  other  cities,  Conne  said  that  San 
Diego  has  experienced  growth  largely  because  the  Navy  Is  there. 
Also  It  Is  closer  to  Long  Beach/Los  Angeles  the  largest  cargo 
facilities  on  the  West  Coast.     Hanson  said  that  although  there  Is 
work  In  San  Diego  the  prospect  of  growth  Is  greater  in  San 
Francisco  because  business  Is  so  far  down  already.     Southwest  sees 
growth  as  coming  from  commercial  business  and  San  Francisco  has 
more  space  available  than  San  Diego.     San  Diego's  drydocks  are 
usually  filled  with  Navy  Ships  and  San  Pedro's  dock  is  too  small 
for  large  commercial  ships. 

Eschen  asked  how  many  drydocks  on  the  West  Coast  are  large  enough 
to  handle  commercial,  ocean  going  ships?    Hanson  answered  that 
Portland  has  the  largest  drydock  on  the  West  Coast,  and  drydock 
number  2  at  Pier  70  is  the  second  largest.     Drydock  #4  at  Hunters 
Point  is  just  as  long  but  not  as  wide  as  the  drydock  at  Pier  70. 
In  total  their  are  only  5  drydocks  on  the  whole  west  coast  that  are 
comparable  in  size  to  the  one  at  Pier  70. 

Moylan  asked  about  the  direct  correlation  between  growth  in  the 
container  business  and  ship  repair,     Hanson  stated  that  he  had 
already  experience  some  growth  due  to  Nedlloyd's  move  to  San 
Francisco.     If  a  company  has  a  hub  here  it  is  likely  to  repair  its 
ships  here.     Stoker  added  that  ship  owners  like  to  be  offered 
package  deals    Problem  is  that  U.S.  ports  are  not  marketing  their 
services  adequately.     Hanson  added  that  American  President  Lines 
drydocks  their  ships  in  Asia  because  that ' s  where  most  of  their 
ships  are.     Levine  asked  if  SECO  and  Southwest  work  with  the  Port 
to  market  their  product?    Hanson  replied  that  they  have  not  to  date 
but  the  Port  is  trying  to  do  just  that.     Mike  Janis,  Acting 
Director  of  Tenant  Services,  commented  that  the  Port  is  hiring  a 
Market  Research  Specialist  to  handle  ship  repair  marketing.  Hanson 
also  replied  that  his  company  spends  considerable  money  marketing 
their  services. 

Peter  Blake  was  asked  what  the  trends  and  current  operations  of 
small  ship  repair  companies  were.     Blake  mentioned  that  recently  he 
has  needed  some  short  term  berth  rental  for  ships  that  are  staying 
beyond  cargo  loading  and  unloading.     This  work  comes  and  goes  and 
is  not  predictable.     His  work  used  to  be  80%  from  the  Navy,  it  now 
represents  only  5%  of  his  total  business.     Eschen  asked  how  many 
companies  the  size  of  General  Engineering  existed  on  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront.     Blake  responded  3  or  4  total.     He  mentioned 
that  he  rented  a  pier  once  last  year.     This  year  he  has  already 
rented  on  3  or  4  times,  most  recently  he  had  a  ship  tied  up  for 
four  weeks.     The  Port  only  makes  Pier  38  available  for  this  type  of 
use. 

Flanagan  asked  if  the  industry  was  currently  profitable.  Hanson 
said  that  from  him  it  is  not,  he's  losing  money  if  he  does  less 
than  700  man  hours  of  work  per  year,  and  currently  he  is  only  doing 
550.     Conne  said  that  SECO  is  barely  staying  even.  Hanson 
commented  that  costs  in  San  Francisco  are  higher  than  elsewhere 
Rent  is  the  big  difference  between  San  Francisco  and  San  Diego 
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Labor  Is  slightly  higher  in  San  Francisco  than  other  places. 
Harden  talked  about  the  1989  contract,  labor  agreed  to  concessions, 
but  in  1990  there  was  a  strike  at  SECO.     Harden  felt  that  they  key 
was  the  marketing  of  ship  repair  services  by  the  Port.     Training  is 
also  a  key  because  many  trained  workers  are  moving  into  other  areas 
due  to  uncertainty  of  work  in  ship  repair. 

Moylan  asked  wether  the  panelists  though  that  the  city  should 
acquire  drydock  #4  at  Hunters  Point.     Harden  said  that  labor  wants 
drydock  #4  released  because  it  increases  the  marketability  of  San 
Francisco.     Hanson  said  that  Southwest 's  drydocks  are  not  full  year 
round.     There  is  not  enough  demand  for  a  second  drydock,  it  will 
only  lead  to  driving  down  prices.     He  admits  that  the  Golden  Gate 
Ship  Repair  Association  disagrees  with  this  position.     Conne  said 
that  he  feels  that  opening  a  drydock  would  have  a  shopping  mall 
type  of  effect,  attracting  more  business. 

Tufts  asked  that  with  the  Navy  pulling  out  nationally  doesn't 
existing  supply  worldwide  exceed  demand  and  require  shutdown  of 
some  facilities?    Conne  said  that  he  assumes  that  the  Navy  will 
stay  at  current  level  in  San  Francisco,  won't  shrink  anymore.  If 
we  marketed  better  we  could  get  more  ships  here.     Stoker  said  that 
supply  does  not  meet  demand  worldwide.     Hanson  said  that  on  West 
Coast  there  is  not  enough  demand  due  to  foreign  subsidies.  Stoker 
mentioned  that  Japanese  quality  of  work  is  falling.     Also  he  said 
that  they  are  using  almost  of  their  capacity  on  new  construction. 
If  demand  is  defined  as  only  government  ships  then  San  Francisco 
has  too  much  capacity.     This  is  not  the  case  if  we  can  become 
competitive  in  the  commercial  area 

Scott  Madison  of  the  Hunters  Point  Tenants  Association  asked  how 
many  jobs  would  be  generated  by  opening  Drydock  #4.     Would  city 
have  to  subsidize  the  maintenance.     Conne  said  that  SECO  is 
convinced  that  it  can  handle  costs  without  a  subsidy. 

Gee  asked  if  we  could  service  the  next  generation  of  container 
ships.     Hanson  replied  that  we  can  handle  APL's  C-lO's  which  are 
probably  the  largest. 

Gallette  asked  that  the  discussion  focus  on  land  use  decisions? 
Harden  said  that  with  only  two  ship  repair  companies  left  we  should 
do  everything  possible  to  keep  them  in  business.     Hanson  said  that 
another  drydock  is  not  necessary  in  San  Francisco.     Southwest  needs 
30  acres  which  they  presently  have.     They  could  expand  to  2,000 
employees  with  this  amount  of  land.     He  has  26  acres  under  lease 
but  plenty    more  under  license.     Conne  could  use  entire  area 
previously  used  at  Hunters  Point,  and  has  similar  needs,  about  30 
acres.     Pier  50,  which  they  recently  moved  into,   is  better  than 
Pier  38  which  they  recently  left.        Blake  .*asked  that  Pier  38  be 
maintained  with  basic  services,  and  that  he  be  allowed  to  access  it 
when  needed. 

A  representative  from  Earl  and  Reich  said  that  the  city  needs  ship 
repair  and  the  federal  government  should  do  all  that  it  can  to 
promote  the  ship  repair  industry.     Veronica  Sanchez  of  the  Port 
asked  the  panel  how  other  Ports  handle  dredging  costs  for  ship 
repair  firms.     Hanson  said  that  dredging  costs  are  not  high  yet. 
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Also  he  stated  that  ship  repair  companies  are  highly  regulated  and 
do  not  discharge  toxics  Into  the  bay.     SECO  and  Southwest  are  the 
only  port  tenants  that  pay  for  their  own  dredging.     Stoker  stated 
that  It  was  difficult  to  generalize  the  situation  regarding 
dredging  nationwide.    All  regions  are  concerned  about  the 
environmental  Impacts  of  dredging.     By  and  large  Ports  seem  to  only 
pay  for  dredging  needed  for  marine  terminals.     Shipyards  generally 
bear  their  own  costs. 

Moylan  asked  if  SECO  would  vacate  Pier  50  if  it  had  access  to 
Drydock  #4  at  Hunters  Point.     Conne  said  that  they  most  likely 
would.     Roth  asked  about  repair  for  excursion  boats  and  ferries. 
Hanson  mentioned  that  Danko  is  the  only  ship  repair  firm  in  San 
Francisco  that  specializes  in  that  type  of  work.     Stoker  mentioned 
that  their  was  currently  limited  capacity  nationwide  for  small  boat 
repairs,  and  the  situation  was  likely  to  only  get  worse  because  of 
new  regulations. 

The  meeting  adjourned  at  5:15  p.m. 
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PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

3100  FERRY  BUILDING 
SAN  FRANCISCO,   CALIFORNIA  94111 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 
RONT     PLAN    ADVISORY  BOARD 

INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE 
COMMERCIAL  &  RECREATIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEE 

-^AGENDAS 

Tuesday,  April  21,  1992 

The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission's  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board 
is  divided  into  two  subcommittees  for  Phase  I  of  the  waterfront 
planning  process.     One  subcommittee  will  focus  on  Industrial 
Water-dependent  uses;     the  other  will  address  Commercial  and 
Recreational  Water -Dependent  uses.     The  subcommittees  will  hold 
back-to-back  meetings  at  the  Port's  office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite 
3100),  in  the  Port  Commission  Room;     the  Industrial  subcommittee 
will  meet  from  3:00-5:00  p.m.,  and  the  Commercial/Recreational 
subcommittee  will  meet  from  5:30-7:30  p.m.     The  agendas  for  this 
meeting  are  as  follows: 

INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (3:00-5:00  P.M.) 

1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  4/7/92 

2.  Staff  Report  &  Introduction  of  Industry  Representatives 

3.  Staff  Presentation  of  "Profile  of  Support  Services" 

4.  Discussion  with  Business  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public  Comment  (Note:  Public  comments  will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period  at  the  end  of  the  meeting) 

COMMERCIAL  AND  RECREATIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEE  (5:30-7:30  P.M.) 

1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  4/7/92 

2.  Staff  Report  &  Introduction  of  Industry 
Representatives 

3.  Staff  Presentation  of  "Profile  of  Support  Services 

4.  Discussion  with  Business  Representatives 

5.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

6.  Public  Comment  (Note:  Public  comments  will  be 
entertained  during  meeting  in  addition  to  official 
public  comment  period) 

If  you  have  comments  or  inquiries  regarding  the  Port's  waterfront 
planning  process  please  telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a  message, 
and  a  Port  staff  member  will  contact  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
3100  FERRY  BUILDING 
SAN  FRANCISCO,   CALIFORNIA  94111 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 
WATERFRONT     PLAN     ADVISORY  BOARD 

MINUTES 
INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE 
Meeting  of  April  21,  1992 


Attending  Board  Members:     Co-chair  Eschen,  Co-chair  Rodriguez, 
Gallette,  Herrera,   Levine,  Millet,  Walker,  Wallace,  Moylan,  Roth, 
and  Chair  Tufts. 

Absent  Subcommittee  Members:     Flanagan,  Gee,  Hanson,  McWilliams, 
and  Mix. 

Attending  Port  Staff:     Huerta,  Peters,   Lung,  Florin,  Ambrose,  Lai 
1 .     Administrative  Business 

Co-chair  Rodriguez  convened  the  meeting  of  the  Industrial 
Subcommittee  at  3:10  p.m.     The  subcommittee  members  voted 
unanimously  to  adopt  the  minutes  of  the  April  7,   1992  meeting, 
subject  to  a  clarification  regarding  a  statement  by  Hanson 
regarding  the  number  of  man-hours  necessary  to  maintain 
profitability. 

Lung  reminded  the  Advisory  Board  that  this  meeting  would  be  the 
last  workshop  with  industry  representatives  and  profile  reports. 
The  next  meeting  will  be  more  of  a  brainstorming  session,   and  the 
members  should  be  prepared  to  discuss  any  other  water-dependent 
industries  or  land  uses  that  should  be  discussed  prior  to  the  close 
of  the  Phase  I  planning  process.     There  will  be  a  report  outlining 
the  types  of  water-dependent  businesses  that  do  not  occur  at  the 
Port,  and  an  explanation  as  to  why  those  businesses  are  not 
considered  viable  in  San  Francisco. 

Moylan  proposed  that  the  Advisory  Board  members  add  a  discussion 
item  to  the  May  5,1992  meeting  agenda  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
Advisory  Board  should  take  a  position  on  current  discussions 
regarding  a  ballpark  or  arena  for  Pier  46B.     The  committee  agreed 
to  add  this  to  the  agenda  for  the  next  meeting. 

The  Advisory  Board  members  introduced  themselves  to  the  industry 
panel . 
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2 .     Profile  on  Support  Services  for  Industrial  Water-Dependent 


Activities . 


Roger  Peter,  the  Port's  Director  of  Cargo  Services  introduced  the 
industry  representatives : 

Joe  Muzzin  -  Owner  of  Cal  Cargo  (trucking,  warehousing  and 
transloading  of  cargo) 

Ed  Osgood  -  President  of  Foreign  Trade  Services,   and  the  operator 
of  Foreign  Trade  Zone  No.  3  at  Piers  19  -  23. 

Mark  Egan  -  President  of  Nautilus  Leasing  Services,  Container  and 
Chassis  Leasing  Services 

Captain  Larry  Teague  -  San  Francisco  Bar  Pilots,  Pier  9. 

Tony  Bosque  -  Zim  Container  Services  -  Buyer  of  Support  Services 

Lung  sunur.arized  the  Profile  Report  on  Support  Services  for  the 
Container,  Breakbulk,   and  Bulk  Cargo  Shipping  and  Handling,  Fishing 
and  Ship  Repair  Industries. 

Each  representative  was  asked  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  sum  up 
responses  to  the  prepared  questions  with  respect  to  the  industry 
that  they  represented. 

Ed  Osgood  began  the  discussion  by  stating  that  he  had  been  in  the 
warehouse  business  on  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  for  fifty 
years.     He  organized  and  established  the  Foreign  Trade  Zone  (FTZ) 
for  the  Port.     He  stated  that  presence  at  the  Port  is  important  to 
the  Ship  Chandlers,  Cruise  Lines  and  related  container  movements 
through  the  Port.     The  FTZ  and  U.S.  Customs  Warehouse  which  he 
operates  is  important  to  the  Port's  ability  to  compete  with  ports 
such  as  Seattle,   New  York  and  New  Orleans  which  also  offer  these 
services.     This  business  assumes  all  of  the  responsibilities  to 
meet  U.S.  Custom  regulations  for  the  Port. 

The  FTZ  has  been  successful  in  doubling  business  over  the  past  ten 
years.     The  operators  also  have  in  mind  a  non-contiguous  extension 
of  the  facility  in  the  near  future.     He  expressed  no  concern  about 
future  changes  in  land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  his  operation,  and 
believes  that  they  will  be  able  to  get  large  trucks  in  and  out  of 
facility  after  the  Waterfront  Transportation  program  is 
implemented.     For  future  expansion,  a  facility  with  rail  access  (to 
handle  cargo  from  the  East  Coast  for  export )  and  with  dock  high 
loading  capability  would  be  optimum.     Mr.  Osgood  also  expressed  an 
interest  in  expanding  the  FTZ  into  the  coffee  exchange  business. 

Tom  Fianzie  replaced  Mr.  Osgood  on  the  pane*l  for  the  duration  of 
the  workshop.     In  later  remarks  he  stated  that  while  it  was  not 
critical  to  be  on  the  water,   it  is  important  to  retain  proximity  to 
cruise  ships.  Customs,  and  cargo  terminals    Also,   the  FTZ  could  not 
compete  with  other  uses  in  San  Francisco  and  pay  high  rent,  and 
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still  be  able  to  perform  the  services  that  they  do  for  the  Port  in 
order  to  further  the  Port ' s  competitiveness .     In  response  to  a 
question  by  Board  member  Roth  with  respect  to  truck  access,  he 
stated  that  trucks  have  to  back  into  the  facility  because  they  can 
not  turn  around  once  inside.     This  manuever  can  block  traffic  in 
both  directions.     They  would  like  to  acquire  another  100,000  to 
150,000  square  feet  of  space  with  rail  access  to  expand  services 
for  coffee,  meatproducts,  container  stuffing  etc. 

Joe  Muzzin  -  Mr.  Muzzin,   speaking  about  cargo  trucking  and 
handling,  explained  that  he  and  his  partner  built  their  company  up 
from  $280,000  to  a  high  of  $8  million  over  a  12  year  period. 
Proximity  to  the  terminals  is  critical.     As  an  example  of  their 
business  operations,  Mr.  Muzzin  stated  that  they  developed  a 
warehouse  for  newsprint  to  insure  on-time  delivery  for  the 
newspapers,  delivering  45-55  loads  of  paper  between  7:00  p.m.  and 
4:00  a.m.     Previously,  the  newspapers  received  60  loads  of  paper 
between  8:00  a.m.  and  5:00  p.m.,  and  so  their  service  reduces 
traffic  congestion  on  the  waterfront.     The  company  also  handles 
cocoa,  at  a  warehouse  that  is  suited  to  regular  pest  control 
spraying.     They  used  to  handle  coffee,  but  had  problems  with  the 
facility  that  they  had  available  to  lease,  because  coffee  is  more 
sensitive.     They  work  with  65  brokers,  mostly  in  the  West  Bay,  and 
proximity  to  the  Port  and  the  brokers  is  important  in  delivering 
service.     Cal  Cargo  moves  up  to  290  containers  each  month.  (Avg. 
200  -  290. )     Company  depends  on  on-time  delivery  and  location  near 
the  waterfront  is  critical. 

Presently  they  have  three  locations:  55,000  square  feet  at  6th 
Street  in  the  Mission  Bay  project  area,  40,000  square  feet  on 
Yosemite  Street,  and  40,000  square  feet  in  Oakland.     They  pay  up  to 
$40,000  per  month  in  rent  to  stay  in  Bay  Area  ($32,000  per  month  in 
S.F. )     If  the  Port  had  a  site  for  them,  that  is  money  that  could  be 
paid  to  the  Port.     They  need  rail  access  for  transloading.  Cal 
Cargo  opened  up  Oakland  location  to  serve  a  client,   Powell  River 
that  moved  to  Oakland  because  of  an  unspecified  concern  about  the 
future  of  the  San  Francisco  waterfront.     In  addition,   the  paper 
companies  are  concerned  about  what  is  going  to  happen  when  the 
Embarcadero  is  torn  up  for  construction,   and  are  considering  a  move 
across  the  Bay.     If  the  Port  could  provide  them  with  a  location 
south  of  China  Basin  where  they  could  get  access  to  the  freeways 
without  going  through  town  they  could  expand  their  business.  Mr. 
Muzzin  also  stated  that  his  warehouse  in  Oakland  could  not  serve 
Richmond  or  Union  City  any  better  than  his  San  Francisco  location. 
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There  is  growth  potential  in  the  industry.     For  example,   they  just 
began  an  operation  that  allows  them  to  transload  frozen  chicken 
from  rail  cars  off  of  Third  Street  at  their  Yosemite  facility 
(working  at  night  under  a  special  labor  contract. )     They  employ  50 
or  60  people,  with  a  payroll  of  about  $50,000  per  week.     In  order 
to  expand,   they  need  a  site  near  the  waterfront.     With  that  they 
can  bring  in  more  business,  which  would  benefit  the  Port  as  well. 

Mark  Egan  -  The  container  and  chassis  rental  business  follows  the 
ocean  carriers.     These  businesses  are  all  located  within  one  mile 
of  each  other  in  locations  in  Oakland  and  Richmond.     With  respect 
to  future  expansion,  he  is  concerned  that  as  North-South  trade 
grows,  where  the  Port  has  a  niche,   it  will  be  difficult  to  provide 
the  Port's  carriers  with  the  containers  that  they  need.  In 
particular,  he  expects  the  containerized  coffee  trade  to  grow. 
Therefore,  these  businesses  will  need  a  San  Francisco  location. 
These  facilities  take  up  to  20  acres  in  Oakland.     They  would  have 
to  have  as  much  as  10  acres  in  order  to  be  viable.     San  Francisco 
provides  some  on-dock  containers,  but  that  is  not  the  most 
efficient  in  the  long  run.     Nedlloyd  has  to  pick  up  containers  in 
Oakland,   and  there  are  costs  associated  with  that  distance.  For 
the  leasing  operation,   they  prefer  an  off-dock  location  because  the 
labor  is  cheaper,  and  the  rents  are  lower. 

Captain  Teague  -  The  San  Francisco  Bar  Pilots  Association  is 
located  at  the  end  of  Pier  9,   in  facilities  that  they  renovated 
recently.     Although  the  condition  of  that  portion  of  Pier  9  is 
good,   the  condition  of  the  remainder  of  the  Pier  is  poor.  They 
expect  to  be  at  that  location  for  50  years.     They  planned  for 
enough  space  to  accommodate  growth  in  the  industry.     The  facility 
provides  critical  access  to  boats  for  repair,  and  is  also  located 
close  to  the  Golden  Gate.     In  response  to  a  question  about  public 
access,   the  Captain  explained  that  they  gave  school  tours.  He 
thought  it  would  be  possible  to  put  in  a  public  exhibit  explaining 
what  the  pilots  do,  and  possibly  provide  viewing  opportunities. 
However,  he  did  express  a  concern  about  safety  because  of  the 
repair  activities.     There  are  60  pilots  who  make  up  the 
association,   and  they  have  30  employees. 

Tony  Bosque  -  Mr.  Bosque,   representing  a  steamship  company  also 
discussed  the  business  of  leasing  containers  and  chassis, 
emphasizing  the  need  for  these  businesses,  as  well  as  repair 
operations,  to  be  in  close  proximity  to  the  terminals  (i.e.  within 
a  few  miles)  because  the  containers  are  an  integral  part  of  their 
business.     He  expressed  a  need  for  more  space  on  dock,  including 
space  for  both  empty  and  full  containers.     He  noted  that  60%  of  the 
containers  are  leased  by  the  steamship  companies,   and  are  leased 
for  up  to  a  year. 
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The  discussion  then  turned  to  questions  from  Advisory  Board 
members.     The  first  issue  raised  by  Roth,  was  what  impact  would  the 
Waterfront  Transportation  project  have  on  businesses  like  the  FTZ. 
Huerta  and  Peters  explained  the  Port's  activities  in  ensuring 
adequate  access  to  its  piers,  concluding  that  in  fact  access  to  all 
piers  would  improve,  with  the  exceptin  of  Pier  38  where  there  will 
be  a  north  bound  problem. 

Advisory  Board  members  Wallace  and  Millet  asked  the  FTZ  about  the 
nature  of  the  business,  and  exactly  what  types  of  businesses  might 
be  expected  to  increase.     Fianzie  explained  the  FTZ  operations  as  a 
duty  free  operation  for  goods  with  high  import  taxes,  or  excise 
taxes.     With  respect  to  future  expansion  into  the  coffee  and  cocoa 
businesses  that  would  occur  at  a  different  location.     Cocoa  has  a 
terrible  odor,  and  requires  frequent  funigation.     Coffee  does  have 
potential .     Also  looking  at  putting  together  a  few  unrelated 
companies  together  including  weighing,  strapping,  container 
stuffing,  and  possibly  a  business  involved  in  the  coffee  exchange. 
Presently,  70%  of  his  business  at  the  FTZ  is  with  the  Ship 
Chandlers  supplying  cruise  ships,  and  the  airlines.     A  future 
facility  need  would  include  rail  access. 

Advisory  Board  Walker  asked  Mr.  Muzzin  where  he  would  go  if  he  had 
to  vacate  the  Mission  Bay  site.     He  responded  that  he  would  have  to 
find  a  location  with  rail  access.     The  rail  brings  a  lot  of  cargo 
into  San  Francisco,  and  you  will  continue  to  see  more  in  the 
future.     In  Oakland,  they  have  rail,  but  because  of  the  overweight 
truck  limits,  they  have  to  break  the  shipment  into  three  vans  and 
bring  it  across  the  Bay. .     In  San  Francisco,  having  rail  near  the 
Port  for  transloading  is  ideal  because  the  Port  can  authorize 
overweight  container  traffic  across  locally  designated  streets 
between  the  rail  terminus  and  the  container  terminal.     If  the 
frozen  food  is  brought  into  the  Port,  then  his  company  can  handle 
it  at  lower  cost.     That  operation  is  not  threatened  by  Mission 
Bay.     The  newsprint  facility  is  in  Mission  Bay  and  there  they  do  a 
low  of  30  to  a  high  of  75  rail  cars.     They  are  looking  to  see  where 
they  can  move  that  operation,  part  of  it  has  already  been  relocated 
to  Oakland. 

Levine  asked  whether  there  was  rail  into  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard.     Roger  Peters  explained  that  there  was  a  line  into  the 
Shipyard,  although  it  has  a  number  of  curves  and  rough  spots.  The 
San  Francisco  Railroad  Museum  is  keeping  the  line  intact.     The  line 
is  threatened  by  the  South  Bayshore  rezoning  of  property  to 
housing.     Roth  stated  that  housing  and  rail  may  not  be 
incompatible.     Lung  reminded  the  Board  that  the  profile  asked  to 
what  extent  the  Advisory  Board  should  get  involved  in  planning 
efforts  for  the  South  Bayshore  and  Hunters  Point.     Levine  asked 
that  appropriate  City  and  Redevelopment  Staff  be  asked  to  present 
information  about  the  status  of  those  plans.     [NOTE:  That 
discussion  is  proposed  for  inclusion  on  the  May  20th  Agenda.] 
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Wallace  asked  how  much  land  do  the  trucking  firms  that  are  located 
at  Mission  Bay  occupy?     The  profile  report  noted  that  there  are  18 
maritime  related  trucking  operations  at  Mission  Bay,  however,  the 
Mission  Bay  study  does  not  state  the  amount  of  land  involved.  At 
Joe  Muzzin's  operation  there  is  55,000  square  feet,  and  they  also 
have  40,000  square  feet  that  moved  to  Oakland.     Wallace  noted  that 
trucking  is  very  important  and  the  Port  has  to  look  at  this  issue 
carefullly.     Lung  stated  that  the  Port  does  not  have  adequate  land 
to  accommodate  all  of  the  maritime  related  uses  that  may  be 
displaced  by  the  Mission  Bay  project,  and  that  we  will  have  to 
determine  which  businesses  should  be  given  priority.     Roth  noted 
that  the  need  for  proximity  to  the  water  is  not  the  only  criteria; 
a  number  of  the  businesses  that  are  critical  to  the  Port ' s 
marketability  can  not  survive  at  market  rents,  and  have  to  be  on 
Port  property  to  receive  a  subsidy.     Huerta  noted  that  the  City  has 
a  trend  toward  upzoning  that  threatens  industry.     In  other  cities 
with  ports,  restrictive  zoning  has  been  used  to  preserve  land  for 
these  types  of  uses.     Moylan  reiterated  a  concern  that  the  City 
needs  to  make  an  effort  to  coordinate  the  interrelated  planning 
efforts.     Joe  Muzzin  stated  that  in  1978  a  group  of  transportation 
companies  considered  developing  a  combined  facility  between  Piers 
80  and  90,  but  that  they  did  not  complete  a  feasibility  analysis. 

Huerta  explained  the  status  of  the  negotiations  with  respect  to  the 
Tunnel  project,  with  action  by  the  Joint  Powers  Board  expected  in 
May  or  June.     In  additon,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  the  Port 
to  seek  federal  funds  that  have  recently  become  available  for  both 
the  Islais  Creek  rail  bridge  and  the  tunnel  project. 


The  meetin  was  adjourned. 
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The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission's  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board  ^ 
is  divided  into  two  subcommittees  for  Phase  I  of  the  waterfront 
planning  process.     One  subcommittee  will  focus  on  Industrial 
Water-dependent  uses;     the  other  will  address  Commercial  and 
Recreational  Water-Dependent  uses.     The  subcommittees  will  hold 
back-to-back  meetings  at  the  Port's  office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite 
3100),   in  the  Port  Commission  Room;     the  Industrial  subcommittee 
will  meet  from  3:00-5:00  p.m.,   and  the  Commercial/Recreational 
subcommittee  will  meet  from  5:30-7:30  p.m.     The  agendas  for  this 
meeting  are  as  follows: 

INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE   (3:00-5:00  P.M.) 

1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  4/21/92 

2.  Discussion  on  whether  or  not  the  Advisory  Board  should 
make  a  recommendation,  on  a  proposal  for  either  a  Ballpark 
or  Arena  at  Pier  46B. 

3.  Staff  presentation  on  Shipping  and  Water  Dependent 
Industrial  activities,   including  overview  of  potential  new 
uses,   information  on  support  service  uses  and  question  and 
answer  session. 

4.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

5.  Public  Comment 

COMMERCIAL  AND  RECREATIONAL  SUBCOMMITTEE   (5:30-7:30  P.M.) 


1.  Approval  of  Minutes  from  Committee  Meeting  of  4/21/92 

2.  Discussion  on  whether  or  not  the  Advisory  Board  should 
make  a  recommendation  on  a  proposal  for  either  a 
Ballpark  or  Arena  at  Pier  46B. 

3.  Presentation  on  Potential  New  Recreation  Water 
Dependent  activities  including  wetlands,  swimming, 
kayaking,   rowing,   and  public  boat  ramps. 

4.  Advisory  Board  Discussion 

5.  Public  Comment 


If  you  have  comments  or  inquiries  regarding  the  Port's  waterfront 
planning  process  please  telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a  message, 
and  a  Port  staff  member  will  contact  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  TORT  COMMISSION  f^UaUG  UJn/a^ 

WATERFRONT     PLAN     ADVISORY  BOARD 

'  ^  MINUTES 

^INDUSTRIAL  SUBCOMMITTEE 
MEETING  OY ^KX  5,  1992 

Attending  Board  Members;    Chair  Tufts,  Subocxninittee  Co-Chair  Rodriguez,  Conley, 
Flanagan,  Gee,  Hanson,  Levine,  Millet,  Moylan,  Walker 

Absent  Suboommittee  Members:    Eschen,  Gallette,  Herrera,  McWilliams,  Mix,  Wallace 

Attending  Port  Staff:    Lung,  Rogers,  Neudecker,  Mitchell.  Ambrose,  Florin,  Lai, 
bshima 

The  meeting  commenced  at  approximately  3:15  p.m. 


1.     Administrative  Matters 


Chair  Tufts  calleci  the  meeting  cf  the  Industrial  Subcommittee.  Subcommittee 
minutes  for  the  April  21st  meeting  were  approved. 

Chair  Tufts  explained!  the  purpose  for  including  a  discussion  of  a  ballpark 
at  Pier  46B  as  an  agenda  item.  The  San  Francisco  Ballpark  Site  Selection 
Committee  is  considering  Pier  46B  as  a  possible  new  home  for  the  Giants  in 
the  evQit  San  Jose  rejects  the  ballpark  proposal  cn  its  June  2nd  ballot.  If 
San  Jose  approves  it,  any  discussion  of  another  San  Francisco  ballpark 
campaign  would  be  probably  moot.  However,  since  Pier  46B  being  considered 
in  San  Francisco  that  is  cn  Port  property  (and  therefore  under  review  for 
the  Waterfront  Plan),  it  was  suggested  that  the  Advisory  Board  could  adopt  a 
position  cn  whether  to  oidorse  or  oppose  a  ballpark  or  arena  on  that  site. 
At  Chair  Tufts'  direction,  Moylan  (a  member  of  the  Ballpark  Selection 
Ccamnittee)  provided  an  overview  on  the  ballpark/araia  concept.  Pier  46B  is 
one  of  four  sites,  which  were  selected  from  15  initial  sites,  considered  to 
be  most  viable  for  a  San  Francisco  ballpark.  Of  those  four,  the.  Ballpark 
COTunittee  appears  to  be  leaning  towards  Pier  46B  as  the  preferred  site  based 
on  its  visible  location  and  transit  accessibility.  Major  drawbacks  of  this 
site  include  urban  design  and  view  blockage,  and  displacement  of  Port 
maintenance  operations  and  tenants.  Board  members  also  raised  questions 
regarding  acnsistaicy  of  a  ballpark  land  use  with  Proposition  H.  Even  if 
the  Advisory  Board  were  to  recommend  Pier  46B  for  a  ballpark,  the  final 
decision  would  most  likely  be  subject  to  a  voter  referendum,  in  which  case 
Propositim  H  could  be  modified.  In  accordance  with  the  Board's  by-laws, 
the  subccmmittee  decided  to  schedule  a  vote  for  its  upcoming  meeting  May 
20th  on  whether  to  endorse,  oppose  or  take  a  neutral  stand  on  Pier  46 B. 

Lung  explained  the  reason  for  convening  as  a  full  Board  on  May  20th  rather 
than  holding  the  suboommittee  meetings  as  originally  scheduled  is  to  provide 
an  opportunity  to  convey  to  the  Ballpark  Cc«mnittee  whether  the  Board  has  a 
position  on  the  ballpark  prior  to  the  San  Jose  election.  In  addition.  Port 
staff  has  arranged  for  updates/presentations  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency, 
City  Planning  D^artment  and  Metyor's  Office  on  current  planning  underway  for 
the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  South  B^shore  neighborhood,  and  the  Mission 


Bay  development,  given  ttie  implications  of  those  plans  for  Port- related  land 
uses  and  support  activities.  Supervisor  Maher  also  is  scheduled  to  present 
his  proposal  for  the  Northern  Waterfront.  The  Board  approved  the  change  in 
schedule  to  aooommodate  the  full  Board  meeting  on  May  20th,  beginning  at 
4:30  p.m.,  with  the  agenda  as  proposed.  The  final  subcommittee  meetings 
will  therefore  occur  on  June  2nd,  rather  than  May  20th  as  originally 
planned. 

Shipping  and  Water- D^)endent  Industrial  Activities  -  Overview,  Additional 
Information  on  Support  Services 

Port  staff  Roger  Peters,  John  Neudecker,  and  Charlie  Mitchell,  and  Chuck 
Podesta  of  Coast  Marine  Industries  provided  additional  information  related 
to  support  services  for  water- dependent  industries. 

Coast  Marine  is  the  last  remaining  full- service  ship  chandler  in  San 
FrancLsoo,  providing  equipment  and  on-site  or  off-site  service  for  all  types 
of  maritime  activities,  including  fishing,  cruises,  cargo  shipping.  Coast 
does  business  up  and  the  down  the  west  coast,  and  operates  a  retail  shop  in 
Fisherman's  Wharf  and  a  warehouse  at  Third  Street  and  Bancroft  in  the  South 
Bayshore  district.  The  retail  shop,  in  business  for  46  years,  is  there 
primarily  to  serve  the  fishing  businesses,  not  to  cater  to  tourists. 
However,  Podesta  attributes  Coast's  survival  to  the  diversity  of  services 
and  equipment  it  provides,  not  just  to  fishing  or  shipping  operations. 

Coast's  operational  problems  at  Fisherman's  Wharf  are  relatively  minor,  in 
terms  of  what  would  be  required  to  correct  them:  keying  Fish  Alley  clear, 
by  prohibiting  parking  on  one  side  (sdution:  regular  parking  enforcement, 
which  would  include  prohibiting  any  parking  by  large  trucks);  need  for 
better  signage  to  guide  tourists  in  the  area;  need  for  better,  more 
immediate  response  from  Port  staff  to  problems  raised  by  Coast. 

Podesta  does  not  anticipate  growth  in  business  that  would  require  reserving 
more  land  for  ship  chandlers,  because  much  ship  chandler  service  occurs 
off-site,  at  client  locations.  Existing  operations  do  benefit  from  a 
waterfront  location,  however,  by  providing  convenient  access  to  fishing 
business  clients  in  the  Wharf  area.  Coast  serves  the  passenger  cruise 
industry,  which  could  substantially  increase  business  if  there  were  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  calls  to  San  FrancLsao.  However,  Podesta  does  not 
believe  more  land  would  be  required  to  aoocxmnodate  that  increase,  should  it 
occur. 

Port  staff  addressed  the  need  to  provide  adequate  pre-  and  post- shipping 
cargo  handling  facitilies  and  services  to  remain  competitive  in  shipping 
operations.  San  Francisoo  is  a  good  location  for  Imports,  but  operates  at  a 
disadvantage  for  exports  unless  there  is  adequate  space  that  is  Included  or 
in  close  proximity  to  the  piers  for  cargo  storage  and  handling.  There  will 
continue  to  be  a  need  for  refrigerated  warehouse  facilities.  It  also  is 
necessary  to  maintain  Intermodal  transfer/transport  capabilities,  to  reduce 
transportation  costs  to  the  Port's  customers.  Finger  piers  and  open  lots 
adjacent  to  piers  which  accommodate  truck  and  rail  access  meet  many 
storage/transport  needs.  Based  on  inquiries  received  by  the  Port,  it 
appears  that  demand  for  such  cargo-handling  facilities  exceeds  supply.  Port 
staff  also  is  concerned  that  refrigerated  war^ousing  and  cargo  loading  and 
trucking  services  are  among  those  uses  that  will  be  di^laoed  by  residential 
and  oocmnercial  development  approved  for  Mission  Bay.  Walker  concurred  that 
potential  lack  of  adequate  cargo- handling  and  support  services  is  a  key 
concern  to  Nedlloyd,  which  affects  its  ability  to  compete  with  other 
shipping  lines. 
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If  finger  piers  are  to  be  devoted  to  cargo- handling,  it  is  possible  public 
aooess  could  be  incorparated  into  the  use  of  the  piers,  in  order  to  respond 
to  needs  of  the  shipping  industry  while  still  keeping  the  waterfront 
accessible  to  the  public.    Neudecker  indicated  there  would  probably  be 
security  and  liability  issues  that  would  need  to  be  resolved,  among  others. 

Alttiough  there  are  no  specific  plans,  portions  of  the  Western  Pacific  site 
adjacent  to  Pier  80,  could  be  used  for  storage  and  other  support  services, 
as  well  as  the  perimeters  of  some  piers  south  of  Islais  Creek.  The 
subcommittee  members  requested  Port  staff  to  provide  more  infoiiualdon  cn  how 
much  and  what  types  of  shipping  support  services  will  be  displaced  from 
Mission  Bay. 

3.     Other  Discussion  and  Public  Comments 

Subcommittee  members  raised  the  issue  of  dredging,  prompted  by  Port  of 
Oakland's  increased  dredging  program.  Peters  explainsid  the  100,000  cubic 
yard  annual  limit  for  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  an  interim  arrangement 
until  completion  of  the  LTMS  regional  dredging  study.  Hanson  expressed  his 
view  that  the  Port  cf  San  Francisco  should  have  negotiated  far  authorization 
to  dredge  more  per  year,  since  only  a  limited  proportion  of  the  dredge 
spoils  have  had  toxicity  levels  that  result  in  costly  disposal  expenses. 
Flanagan  expressed  his  belief  that  dredging  costs  should  be  carried  by  the 
Federal  government.  Overall  concems  were  shared  as  to  the  impact  dredging 
will  have  on  shipping  business  in  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  Hanson 
suggested  that  dredging  be  a  separate  topic  for  address  by  the  Advisory 
Board. 

Public  comments  were  made  on  ii\B  ballpark  discussion.  Dr.  Claus  expressed 
his  belief  that  more  information  is  required  regarding  the  relocation 
implications  for  the  Part's  maintenance  operations  and  various  Port  tenants 
now  occupying  Pier  46B,  if  a  ballpark  is  located  there.  He  also  questioned 
the  Advisory  Board's  ability  to  take  a  position  on  the  ballpark  in  advance 
of  making  the  findings  required  in  Proposition  H  (i.e.  that  it  is  an 
appropriate  ncn-marltiine  use  for  the  waterfront).  Mr.  Queen  made  several 
ooimnents  ranging  frcsn  his  proposal  for  a  ballpark  to  dredging.  Mr.  Acker 
roninded  "tiie  subccxmnittee  of  his  proposal  to  reserve  Pier  46B  far  a  Historic 
Maritime  Museum  rather  than  use  it  as  a  ballpark  site. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  approximately  5:15  p.m. 
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The  San  Francisco  Port  Comniission's  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board  is  divided 
into  two  subocninitrtees  far  Phase  I  of  the  waterfront  planning  prooess.  One 
subocnmittee  will  focus  on  Industrial  Water-df^)endent  uses;    the  other  vd.ll 
address  Cansnercial  and  Recrsaticxial  VJater-D^^sncfent  uses.    The  subcannittees 
vd.ll  hold  back-to-back  meetings  at  the  Part's  office  (Ferry  Building,  Suite 
3100),  in  the  Part  Ccnmission  Room;    the  Industrial  subcommittee  vd.ll  meet  from 
3:00-5:00  p.m.,  and  the  Conrnercial/Recreational  subcommittee  vd.ll  meet  from 
5:30-7:30  p.m.    The  agendas  for  this  meeting  are  as  follows: 


DCUgreiAL  SUBCXlMmEE  (3:00-5:00  P.M. ) 


1.  ^)proval  of  Minutes  from  Full  Advisory  Board  Meeting  of  5/20/92 

2.  Staff  R^rt 

3.  Review  of  Summaries  for  industrial  water-dependent  activities,  vdiich 
focus  specifically  on  the  land  use  needs  of  each  use.    The  summaries, 
as  revised,  vd.ll  provide  the  basis  for  the  subcommittee  n^xart  to  the 
full  Advisory  Board  meeting  scheduled  for  June  16,  1992  at  4:30  p.m. 


4.      Public  CJomment 


OCMIERCIAL  AtO  REICREATICNAL  SUBCOMmEE  (5:30-7:30  P.M.) 


1.  .^proval  of  Minutes  from  Full  Advisory  Board  Meeting  of  5/20/92 

2.  Staff  Besport 

3.  Review  of  Summaries  for  commercial  and  recreational  vrater-dependent 
activities,  vAiich  focus  specifically  on  the  land  use  needs  of  each 
use.    The  summaries,  as  revised,  vd.ll  provide  the  basis  for  the 
subcommittee  r^xDrt  to  the  full  Advisory  Board  meeting  scheduled  for 
June  16,  1992  at  4:30  p.m. 


4.      Public  Comment 


If  you  have  comments  or  inquiries  regarding  the  Part's  waterfront  planning 
process  please  telephone  274-0354  and  leave  a  message,  and  a  Port  staff  member 
vd.ll  contact  you  as  soon  as  possible. 
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AttPnding  Boaccd  Members;  Co-Chair  Esdien,  Flanagan,  Gallette,  Hearrerra,  Levine, 
McWilliams,  Millet,  Moylan,  Rotii,  Viera,  Wallaoe 


Absent:    Gee,  Hanson,  Mix,  Walker 


Attpnfiing  Port  Staff:    Huerta,  Lung,  Oshima,  Florin,  Ambrose,  Lai 
The  meeting  oamenoed  at  approximately  3:15  p.m. 
1.    Administrative  Matters 


Eschen  regretfully  announced  the  resignation  of  Einily  Itodrlguez  from  the  Advisory 
Board  and  circulated  copies  of  her  resignation  letter  to  the  subocmnittee  members. 
Staff  will  be  following  up  with  irecommendations  for  her  replaoenent,  vd^ich  will 
require  Port  Commission  approval. 

The  minutes  of  the  May  20th  meeting  of  the  full  Advisory  Board  were  adopted 
unaniinously. 

2.  Staff  R^xart 

Michael  Huerta  briefed  the  subcommittee  about  a  proposal  initiated  by  San  Diego 
Mayor  Maureen  O'Connor  to  enable  cities  to  gain  control  of  Port  authorities,  thus 
providing  a  new  source  of  General  Fund  revenue.    Such  a  measure  which  has  been 
generally  discussed  with  Governor  Wilson,  would  allow  San  Diego  to  build  a  new 
library.    In  response  to  questions  from  a  Board  member  regarding  the  aEprcpriateness 
of  adopting  a  position  on  the  matter,  Huerta  indicated  it  was  premature  since  no 
formal  legislation  has  yet  been  drafted.    However,  he  suggested  submitting  an 
opinion/editorial  article  to  the  press  could  be  considered,  since  that  is  the  forum 
in  vAiich  the  issue  has  been  discussed  so  far. 

Subcommittee  manbers  agreed  that  a  prc^josal  to  transfer  Port  surplusses  to  city 
governments  was  inapprc^riate  and  would  be  very  detrimental  for  the  Port.  Flanagan 
suggested  that  the  manner  in  v*u.ch  the  Port  presents  its  budget  contributes  to  a 
misunderstanding  of  the  actual  financial  health  of  the  agency;  the  Port  should  make 
it  more  clear  that  revenue  surplusses  are  needed  to  fund  long-range  business  and 
capital  inprovement  plans.    Huerta  agreed  this  has  been  a  problem  and  indicated 
that,  starting  next  year,  the  Port  will  disclose  its  capital  plan  and  financial 
requirements  together  with  the  annual  operating  budget  to  show  the  need  for 
retaining  any  operating  surplusses. 

3.  Waterfront  Plan  Hiase  One  Work  Products 


Lung  provided  an  overview  of  the  remaining  tasks  to  ccrplete  Ftiase  One  as  described 
in  the  May  27th  and  June  2nd  memos  to  the  Advisory  Board.    In  reviewing  the  approach 
for  the  Land  Use  Evaluation  Matrices,  Roth  questioned  the  appropriateness  of  taking 


financial  factors  into  oonsideration  in  making  land  use  reoommendations.  Asserting 
that  since  there  has  been  little  detailed  financial  infccnnaticn  provided  and  that 
the  Advise  y  Board  is  not  equipped  to  adequately  analyze  it,  she  is  ooncemed 
consideraticn  of  costs  would  ocnpromise  the  plan's  ability  to  represent  the  Advisory 
Board's  ideal  land  use  proposal  for  the  waterfront.    Mary  members  agreed  that  it  is 
difficult  to  ocme  \jp  with  an  ideal  plan  if  informaticn  is  released  toat  indicates 
there  are  financial  difficulties.    However,  most  felt  it  was  inpartant  to  be  aware 
of  of  such  conditions,  that  a  key  factor  in  allocating  scarce  resources  is 
considering  financial  feasibility. 

Staff  indicated  that  the  Port  intends  on  hiring  an  economic  consultant  to  oonduct  a 
financial  and  economic  analysis  of  the  plan,  at  which  point  more  detailed 
cost/benefit  information  will  be  available.    Far  tte  tine  being,  the  staff  intent  is 
to  provide  inf onnation  only  about  the  magnitude  of  costs  for  the  purposes  of 
providing  a  gross  understanding  of  the  resources  necessary  for  eadh  industry  (e.g. 
container  shipping  requiring  a  $50-100  million  investment  vs.  less  than  $1  million 
for  recreational  water  users). 

Industry  Summaries 

Oshima  proceeded  to  review  each  item  in  the  Container  Shipping,  Break  Bulk  and  Bulk 
Shipping,  Ship  RppRir  and  Fishing  Industry  sunmaries,  inooorparating  revisions  as 
provided  by  subcommittee  members.    Revisions  to  the  summaries  have  been  pr^jared  to 
respond  to  comments  that  were  aired.    Pending  approval  of  those  revisions  at  the 
next  Advisory  Board  meeting,  the  subocnmittee  members  accepted  the  information  in 
the  summaries  as  being  a  fair  factual  representation  of  the  land  use-related 
information  contained  in  the  industry  profiles  and  discussed  during  the  roundtable 
discussions. 

Please  refer  to  the  proposed  revisions  to  the  summaries  (noted  with  a  "Revised  - 
6/2/92"),  vdiich  reflect  the  bulk  of  the  subcommittee  discussion.    Other  points  of 
inforration  disclosed  during  the  meeting  are  described  below. 

In  response  to  a  question  regarding  the  status  of  funding  for  the  tunnel 
inprovements  for  the  container  shifping  industry,  Huerta  informed  the  subcommittee 
that  the  Port  stands  a  strong  chance  of  obtaining  Federal  and  State  funding 
earmarked  for  transportation  litprovenents.    This  would  reduce  the  amount  of  Port 
money  required,  v*iich  allows  the  Port  to  fund  additional  capital  inprovements . 

It  was  noted  that  thB  last  item  in  the  Container  Shipping  summary,  related  to 
economic  benefits,  is  a  statement  that  reflects  tha  iitpact  of  all  shipping  services, 
not  just  container  shipping.    However,  since  container  shipping  generates  the  lion's 
share  of  the  Port's  shipping  business,  most  of  those  benefits  are  attributable  to 
container  shipping. 

In  the  discussion  of  the  Ship  Repair  sumnnary,  it  was  acknowledged  there  is  a 
significant  difference  of  cpinicn  between  ship  r^>air  conpanies  as  to  the  need  for 
an  additional  drydock  and  the  financial  feasibility  of  operating  Hunters  Point  Navy 
Shipyard.    Southwest  Marine,  v*iich  has  its  own  drydock,  argues  there  is  not  enougfi 
business  to  support  another  drydock,  v*iile  Service  Engineering  argues  there  is.  One 
suggestion  has  been  made  to  consolidate  ship  r^)air  activities  into  one  location  and 
provide  common  access  to  a  drydock,  such  as  what  occurs  in  Portland. 


The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  ajproximately  5:30  p.m. 


